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ABSTRACT
Twelve groups of Ss participated in twelve different 
conditions to assess the relationship of concurrence to the 
sex of the speaker, sex of the listener and form of suggest 
tion used by a speaker* None of these independent variables 
was significantly related to the number of concurrent and 
nonconcurrent responses of Ss* However, nonconcurrent re­
sponses increased significantly for all groups of Ss with 
each suggestion in a series of four suggestions. This find­
ing lends support to the theory of psychological reactance 
(Brehm, 1966)®
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Introduction and Statement of the Problem
Introduction. A communication situation can be concep­
tualized as consisting of four major variables* a speaker? a 
message? a channel of communication? and a listener. Each 
of these major variables can be further reduced to many other 
lesser variables. For example, a speaker could be male or 
female, handsome or ugly, short or tall, eloquent or hesi­
tant. Each of these variables and their lesser subdivisions 
can be instrumental in the success of a given message. A 
review of persuasion, suggestion, and attitude change liter­
ature reveals a lack of understanding about the functional 
relationship of each of these major variables to the success 
of a communicative attempt. At present it is impossible to 
predict with confidence the outcome of a given communicative 
act.
The general purpose of this investigation was to deter­
mine the effect of manipulating three of these major var­
iables— sex of the speaker, sex of the listener and form of 
suggestion (message) used by the speaker— on the response to 
a message in a specific context. Response to a message for 
this study was measured by the number of listeners observed 
who either concurred or nonconcurred with a persuasive sug­
gestion made by a speaker.
Review of Literature. Greenwald (1958) has compared 
the task of describing the body of persuasion and attitude
2change theory to assembling a jigsaw puzzle in which the
pieces are the contributions of individual theoristsi
• • . the puzzle is no ordinary one; the pieces 
have pieces ? further the pieces have not been 
designed to fit neatly at the edges-«in fact most 
of the pieces don't have sharply defined edges.
. . .Present attempts to assemble the puzzle 
have not gone much beyond putting the picture of 
the puzzle on the box that contains the piecesi 
this at least defines the kind of work needed to 
assemble the puzzle (p. 386).
Brehm (1966) contributed a piece to the puzzle when he 
theorized that there was a behavioral pattern, labeled psy­
chological reactance, that played a significant mediating 1 
role between perceived suggestion and response. The theory 
of psychological reactance briefly stated by Brehm (1966, 
p. 4) is, "given that a person has a free set of behaviors, 
he will experience reactance whenever any of those behaviors 
is eliminated or threatened with elimination." That is, if 
a person felt free to engage in behaviors A, B and C, he 
would experience reactance if he learned that he could no 
longer engage in behavior A.
Brehm (1966) formulated and found tentative support for 
six hypotheses deduced from his theory*
1. When a free behavior of an individual is elim­
inated, his desire for that behavior or its 
object will increase.
2. When a free behavior is threatened with elim­
ination, the individual's desire for that behavior 
or its object will increase.
3. When a free behavior is threatened with elim­
ination, the individual will tend to attempt 
re-establishment of freedom by engaging in the 
behavior which is threatened.
34. The greater the absolute and/or relative im­
portance of the freedom threatened or eliminated, 
the greater will be the magnitude of reactance 
and its effects.
5. The greater the proportion of behavioral free­
doms -threatened or eliminated, the greater will 
be the magnitude of reactance and its effects.
6. The greater the number of freedoms threatened 
or eliminated by implication, the greater will 
be the magnitude of reactance and its effects 
(p. 120-123),
A suggestion perceived by listeners as a threat to 
their freedom to decide might well create psychological reac­
tance. If it does, the reactance might significantly affect 
the proportion of nonconcurrent responses to the speaker*s 
suggestion. Brehm*s theory of psychological reactance im­
plies that when a person feels free to adopt his own position 
on an issue, any attempt to influence him in any way might 
well threaten his freedom and arouse reactance. Reactance 
theory also implies that a person may attempt to re-establish 
freedom by moving away from a specified position suggested by 
a speaker. Reactance is conceptualized to occur during the 
short period of time between the listener's detection of the 
speaker's intent to influence and the listener's response. 
Comparison of the frequency of nonconcurrence for several 
suggestions in sequence would either provide support for 
Brehm*s theory (hypothesis 6 above) or challenge the reli­
ability of predictions made using the theory.
There are several issues involved in studying the impli­
cations of reactance theory to theories of persuasion and 
attitude change. The first issue concerns the application
of the theory of psychological reactance to persuasion and 
attitude change# Several studies have found that the theory 
of psychological reactance does have a direct bearing on 
persuasion and attitude change# Burton (1962) found that in 
a two-choice alternative situation, where the choice alter­
natives were about equally attractive, subjects tended to 
select the opposite alternative to that suggested by a peer. 
Brehm, Stires, Sensenig and Shaban (1966) found that when 
the third most attractive of four choice alternatives was 
fortuitously and impersonally eliminated, it tended to be­
come more attractive. Hammock and Brehm (1966) found that 
when there were only two choice alternatives and the less at­
tractive of the two was arbitrarily eliminated by an assis­
tant, the rank preference of the eliminated choice alterna­
tive tended to increase while the rank preference of the 
remaining choice alternative tended to decrease. When the 
preferred choice alternative was eliminated, it too became 
more attractive, Brehm and Sensenig (1966) found that when a 
person feels free to choose between two choice alternatives 
he will experience psychological reactance if someone attempts 
to tell him what to choose and he will tend to resist the 
attempted influence. The amount of reactance and consequent 
tendency to resist influence was a direct function of the at­
tempts and implied attempts of the E to interfere with the Ss 
freedom of choice.
A second issue in theories of persuasion and attitude
5change that might be related to the amount of psychological 
reactance is the differential effect of positive and negative 
forms of suggestion. The knowledge that one form of sugges­
tion produces significantly more or less audience concurrence 
than the other would aid communication theorists in planning 
persuasive speeches and campaigns. The results of research 
about the effects of positive and negative suggestion are 
very scattered and mixed. This has led to speculation with­
out apparent support in the literature. Hollingsworth (1935)
theorized that persuasion follows the laws of suggestion and 
that positive suggestion was more effective than negative 
suggestion. Minnick (1957) stated that positive suggestions 
are preferred to negative suggestions? however9 no proof of 
this statement is offered. Minnick further stated*
When negative suggestions crystalize deeply felt 
avoidance attitudes or have obvious relevance to 
urgent avoidance needs of the listener, they are
likely to be effective regardless of negative
phrasing (pp. 61-67).
MacDougall (1912) reported that in certain individuals 
the negative reaction to suggestion appears as a permanent 
and temperamental attitude. A suggestion appears as an inva­
sion of the individual^ rights and he resents it accordingly. 
Hull (1933) found approximately 10% of his Ss in hypnosis ex­
periments reacted negatively to positive suggestion. Hull 
attributed this reaction to the fact that certain personal­
ities are negative, at least under certain conditions. Hull 
also found that all normal Ss who do not respond positively
6to direct suggestions actively resist them, sometimes by re­
acting in the opposite sense, but more commonly by a general 
tonicity of all muscles involved in the act being suggested. 
Torrance (1959) found that positive suggestion and pressure, 
up to a point, was accompanied by increased acceptability, 
and beyond that point suggestion and influence efforts oper­
ate in an inverse direction to that intended. Jones and 
Brehm (1967) found that Ss who are volunteers are more per­
suasively influenced by negative persuasion while Ss ac­
cidentally exposed to persuasive communication were more in­
fluenced by positive persuasion.
A. third issue in theories of persuasion and attitude 
change that might be related to the amount of psychological 
reactance is the differential effect of listener sex differ­
ences. The knowledge that a persuasive suggestion might 
produce a significant difference in the proportion of non­
concurrence by male and female listeners might well be a 
consideration in the use by a speaker of a direct or indirect 
suggestion. Brown (1916) was the first to report that dif­
ferences exist in male and female responses to suggestion.
He found that females were more suggestible when the stimuli 
were odors, touch, electric shock, change in brightness, 
change in pitch, change of size, motion, progressive weight 
and progressive lines. He also found no significant differ­
ences between the sexes when the stimulus was recognition of 
form, recognition of position, memory of size, memory of
7pictures, ink-blot test of imagination, size weight illusion, 
Muller-Lyer illusion, rectangles, triangles, crosses, divi­
sion of lines and color combinations# Knower (1935) found 
females to be more persuasible than males# Stukat (1958) 
found suggestibility to be uncorrelated with age and that 
females tended to be more suggestible than males. Patel and 
Gordon (1960) found that females were more highly suggestible 
than males and that sex differences in suggestibility dimin­
ish with age. Eight other studies (Furbay, 1965; Janis and 
Field, 1955} King, 1955; Paulson, 1954; Scheidel, 1956; 
Wegrocki, 1934$ Whittacre, 1965$ Willis, 1940) also have 
shown women to be significantly more persuasible or sugges­
tible than men. On the other hand, ten other studies 
(Anderson, 1962$ Bergin, 1962; Cathcart, 1955; Cherrington 
and Miller, 1933; Dietrich, 1946; Diggory, 1962; Greenwald, 
1965; Gruner, 1965; Kaufman and Feshback, 1963; Sawyer, 1955) 
found no significant differences between the sexes. It might 
well be that the researchers who found no significant sex 
differences were using stimuli that will not produce signif­
icant sex differences, as was the case reported by Brown 
(1916). It is important to note that none of the studies 
have found men to be more persuasible or suggestible than 
women.
An experiment conducted by this author at the University 
of Nebraska at Omaha, on December 10, 1969, using a male 
speaker and the negative form of direct suggestion, produced
8significant differences in the proportion of nonconcurrence 
between 30 male and 30 female Ss* The differences were sig­
nificant at p ^ ,025, These findings support the theory that 
there are differences in listener suggestibility based on 
sex*
A fourth issue in theories of persuasion and attitude 
change that might be related to the amount of psychological 
reactance is the differential effect of the sex of the speak­
er on an audience* The knowledge that the sex of the speaker 
could cause a significant difference in the proportion of 
audience nonconcurrence would certainly be a consideration in 
the selection of a speaker for a persuasive message or cam­
paign. There are only a few studies that have made allow­
ances for the possible effect on experimental results that 
might have resulted from the sex of the speaker* Hull (1933) 
took this issue under consideration when he stated*
The fact that the experimenter in this investi­
gation just described was a woman raises a new 
but related question* The matter of sex differ­
ences has usually been discussed entirely from a 
point of view of the subject* as in the case 
above* It is quite possible, however, that the 
sex of the experimenter may be quite influential.
There seems not yet to have been any systematic 
attempt to solve this problem though it is 
clearly susceptible of an entirely straight­
forward solution (p* 79).
Hull (1933, p* 80) described a study by Aveling and Hargraves
(1921-1922) that could have been influenced by the sex of the
experimenter. Knower (1935) took the possibility of speaker
sex differences into account in his experimental design and
9tested for differences• There was no significant difference 
in the mean opinion change produced by the male and female 
speakersi however* one male speaker produced one-third higher 
mean opinion change than any other male or female speaker. 
Bostrom and Kemp (1969) investigated the relationship between 
the sex of the speaker and attitude change and found a sig­
nificant interaction effect with the type of speech presented 
A fifth issue in theories of persuasion and attitude 
change that might be related to the amount of psychological 
reactance is the differential effect of varying the sex of 
the speaker, sex of the listeners and the form of suggestion 
used. A comprehensive review of persuasion, suggestion and 
attitude change literature revealed only one study, Bostrom 
and Kemp (-1969), that investigated the interaction of the sex 
of the speaker, sex of the subject and the type of speech as 
factors influencing persuasion. Because Bostrom and Kemp 
reported no attempt to match the voice qualities of the 
speakers and because the speeches were not identical, the sig­
nificant interaction reported must be viewed with skepticism 
because the effect of possible extraneous variables was not 
isolated. Bostrom and Kemp found female speakers to be more 
successful when they took the non-institutional (anti) posi­
tion and male speakers to be more successful when they took 
the institutional (pro) position. None of the other main or 
interaction effects was significant.
10
Statement of the Problem* There appeared to be a need 
for an investigation where the three variables, sex of the 
speaker, sex of the listener, and form of suggestion used 
were studied conjunctively to determine the interaction ef­
fects of the manipulation of these variables and to fill a 
gap in existing knowledge in the body of persuasion, sugges­
tion and attitude change literature* One purpose of the 
investigation reported here was to determine if the manipu­
lation of these variables would produce a significant dif­
ference in the manner in which listeners react to a speaker's 
persuasive suggestion. The specific research question wasi 
Will varying the sex of the speaker, sex of the listener, and 
form of suggestion used by a speaker affect the manner in
p
which listeners will react to a persuasive suggestion?
The independent variables for this study werei sex of 
the speaker, sex of the listener, and the form of suggestion 
used by the speaker. The dependent variable was concurrence, 
with two responses possibles concurrence and nonconcurrence. 
Concurrence was operationally defined as the S selecting the 
choice alternative suggested by the speaker. Nonconcurrence 
was operationally defined as the S selecting the choice not 
suggested by the speaker. The proportion of nonconcurrence 
(pnc) was defined as the frequency of nonconcurrent responses 
divided by the total number of responses#
Hypotheses. H.ls Listeners who receive direct suggestion
11
from a male speaker will react differently from listeners who 
receive direct suggestion from a female speaker*
H*2i Male listeners will react to direct suggestion 
differently from female listeners*
H.3* Listeners who receive direct positive suggestion 
will react differently from listeners who receive direct neg­
ative suggestion.
H.4« Male and female listeners will react differently 
to direct suggestions from male and female speakers*
H.51 Listeners will react differently to direct posi­
tive and direct negative suggestions from male and female 
speakers.
H .61 Male and female listeners will react differently 
to direct positive and direct negative suggestions.
K.7s Male and female listeners will react differently 
to direct positive and direct negative suggestions from male 
and female speakers.
H*8 i Listeners will nonconcur more frequently to each 
of four direct suggestions in sequence.
Method
Subjects* Sixty male and 60 female Ss were randomly 
selected from a population of students enrolled in the basic 
speech course at the University of Nebraska at Omaha during 
the spring semester 1970. The mean age of the male Ss was 
20,1 years, while the mean age of the female Ss was 19.6
12
years. The mean age for all Ss was 19,8 years. The youngest 
S was 17 and the oldest S was 38,
The Ss in this study were not volunteers. All of the 
students in the basic speech course were informed at the be­
ginning of the semester that they would be required to par­
ticipate in up to three hours of research. They were also 
told that they would receive credit for one outside assign­
ment for their participation if called upon.
Prior to the start of the experimental phases of this 
investigation, all Ss were randomly assigned by sex to the 
various treatment conditions using a table of random numbers. 
At the beginning of the interview, Ss were required to fill 
out an application form as a requirement for participation in 
research, All Ss were told that they would go through a 
"sequential systematic random choice procedure" to assign 
them to a future research project. The sequential systematic 
random choice procedure (SSRCP) was the experimental portion 
of this investigation.
Instruments, To select the speakers used in this exper­
iment the Hanley and Thurman (1962, p. 13) analytic speech 
profile was used to rate ten selected finalists out of 48 
male and female speakers auditioned.1 The ten finalists each 
taped a 30-second message that was evaluated by a panel of 
three experts in speech correction. The objective of this
^See Appendix A for analytic speech profile.
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procedure was to select the best matched pair of opposite sex 
voices for use as speakers in the experimental phases of this 
investigation# The criteria used to evaluate the speakers' 
voices werei perceived sex, speed, loudness, pitch, voice 
quality, articulation and overall effect# Two of the judges 
agreed on the best matched pair of opposite sex speakers and 
one judge did not agree. Because of this disagreement, 25 
comparisons were conducted comparing the judges' ratings of 
the five male finalists with their ratings of each of the 
five female finalists.
The Spearman-Rho rank order correlation was used to ver­
ify the selection of the best matched pair of opposite sex 
voices® The two speakers chosen were those rated by the 
judges as the best matched pair of opposite sex voices on 
five of the seven speaking criteria# The correlation of the 
judges* ratings was not as consistently high in any of the 
other possible matched pairs of speakers#
The SSRCP was designed specifically for this investiga­
tion to measure the response by Ss to direct suggestion.
The procedure utilized three components*
1. a tape recorder, with a foot-operated start-stop 
switch and two sets of earphones, on which a pre-recorded 
tape containing all treatment conditions was played?
2# a table, located in a private office, on which 16
o
^See Appendix B for results of these comparisons.
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3” x 5” cards were placed in a square pattern of four rows of 
four cards each j
3. initial instructions to Ss by E and removal by E of
3cards not selected by S.
Location of all interviews in this study was the Speech 
Listening Laboratoryf Room Cf Annex 1 of the University of 
Nebraska at Omaha. Each S was seated in the same seat, and 
accomplished the same tasks under the same physical condi­
tions •
The SSRCP was administered to each S individually. The 
pre-recorded treatment conditions gave each S instructions 
followed by four choices in sequence, each with two alterna­
tives. Pauses were provided between choices to allow Ss to 
think about their preferred alternative. Two of the pre­
recorded treatment conditions contained no suggestions. Four 
of the treatment conditions contained persuasive suggestions 
stating which alternative should or should not be selected by 
S, The suggested choice alternative was the same for all 
treatment conditions. Only the manner (positive or negative) 
in which the suggestion was made was varied. Thus the pre­
recorded treatment conditions told the Ss to select either 
the top two or bottom two rows of four rows of 3" x 5" cards, 
and then recommended either the top rows or not the bottom 
rows. This process was repeated three additional times.
o
^See Appendix C for instructions and scripts for all 
treatment conditions.
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Each time the S made a choice^between one-half of the remain­
ing cards. The last choice was^between two cards, and the 
final card selected represented the research project to which 
the S thought he was assigned. A three-letter code on the 
reverse side was exposed when the last card was turned over. 
The E recorded this code on the S*s application form in full 
view of the S. By this procedure it was hoped that each 8 
would leave the interview thinking that he had been assigned 
to a speech research project without realizing that he had 
participated in an experiment.
Experimental Design. There were 12 groups, six male and 
six female, containing 10 Ss each. Each group received one 
of the following six treatment conditionsi
1. a male speaker using positive suggestion}
2. a male speaker using negative suggestion}
3. a male speaker using no suggestion}
4. a female speaker using positive suggestion}
5. a female speaker using negative suggestion}
6. a female speaker using no suggestion.
The experimental design is shown in Figure 1.
Procedure. Prior to administering the various treatment 
conditions to Ss, instructors in the basic speech course an­
nounced the names of their students selected as prospective 
subjects for future speech research projects during the re­
mainder of the spring semester. Appointment times and dates
16
were announced for interviews for the students*
Speaker
Male Speaker Female Speaker
Suggestion 
+ — 0 + - 0
Sex of S
Male 10 10 10 10 10 10
Female 10 10 10 10 10 10
Figure 1 * Experimental Design
The experimental portion of this investigation was con­
ducted in two phases* The first phase was the administration 
of the two no-suggestion treatments to four of the S groups* 
The reason for phasing the experiment in this manner was two- 
folds to determine if there were any significant preferences 
for top or bottom or left or right choices, and to determine 
if there were any significant differences in the choices made 
by groups listening to the male and female speakers. No sig­
nificant differences were noted from what one would expect by 
chance. Based on the results of phase I, it was decided to 
balance the four suggestions in phase II in the following 
manner s
1st choice--positive suggestion condition in which the 
recorded speaker recommended that the S select the top two 
rows of cards, and the negative suggestion condition in which 
the speaker recommended that the S not select the bottom two 
rows of cards j
17
2nd choice--positive suggestion condition in which the 
speaker recommended that the S select the bottom row of 
cards, and the negative suggestion condition in which the 
speaker recommended that the S not select the top row of 
cards 5
3rd choice--positive suggestion condition in which the 
speaker recommended that the £ select the two cards on the 
leftf and the negative suggestion condition in which the 
speaker recommended that the S not select the two cards on 
the right j
4th choice--positive suggestion condition in which the 
speaker recommended that the S select the card on the right, 
and the negative suggestion condition in which the speaker 
recommended that the S not select the card on the left.
In the no-suggestion conditions E recorded the S's 
choices as top or bottom, left or right.^ In the direct sug^ - 
gestion conditions E recorded the S*s choices as either con­
currence or nonconcurrence with the suggestion.
Immediately after the last S was interviewed, the in­
structors of the basic speech course announced that those who 
had been selected for research had no further research re­
sponsibilities and that they would receive credit for one 
outside assignment for their participation in the interview 
process. Each instructor was given the names of the Ss in
^See Appendix D for Ss* scoresheet.
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their classes who had participated in the experiment. In ad­
dition* the nature of the study and the interim results were 
explained to each instructor and he was requested to pass 
this information on to his students who had been Ss.
Method of Analysis of Results. All of the hypotheses in 
this investigation were tested with the following statistical 
tests described by Edwards (1964)s
1, The one-sample chi-square test with Kant's correc­
tion?
2. Test of significant differences between proportions 
with corrections for discontinuity.
Because the dependent measure concurrence can take only 
two forms— concurrence or nonconcurrence--it was necessary 
to test H.l through H.7 on each choice. Then the chi-square 
values for each choice would be totaled with their associated 
df as a fifth test of each hypothesis. It was determined 
that a chi-square test of total observed concurrent and non­
concurrent responses alone would violate the assumption of 
independence required for chi-square tests* since it was pos­
sible for the responses of one subject to appear in both the 
concurrence and nonconcurrence totals.
To insure against violations of any assumptions and 
errors in computations, the test of significant differences
^See Appendix E for test of Hypotheses 1 through 7 and 
all possible comparisons of treatment conditions using the 
test of significant differences between proportions.
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between proportions, corrected for discontinuity, were per­
formed to verify the tests of each hypothesis. Either test 
was appropriate to test hypotheses 1 through 7? however, the 
test of significant differences between proportions is an 
appropriate test for comparisons where over 20% of the ex­
pected frequencies of any values in a chi-square table are 
less than 5.
Hypotheses 1 through 7 were tested independently by chi- 
square and the test of significant differences between pro­
portions for two reasons:
1. the test of significant differences between propor­
tions would provide future researchers with data which should 
be useful in planning future research?
2. to insure against spurious or contradictory results 
that would affect the conclusions drawn from this investiga­
tion.
Results and Discussion
Results. There were two experimental phases to this 
study. Phase I was an exploratory phase to determine if 
there were any cultural or other biases producing a different 
directional distribution of choice from what would result 
from chance using no suggestion. Phase II involved direc­
tional suggestions to produce data for testing the research 
hypotheses. The criterion level for all statistical tests 
was .05.
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Phase I consisted of the administration of two treatment 
conditions, male and female speakers using no suggestion, to 
40 Ss, 10 males and 10 females listening to each speaker* 
There were four null hypotheses tested to verify the sequen­
tial systematic random choice procedure.
H.Aq j There will be no differences from chance in the 
observed frequencies of top, bottom, left and right selec­
tions.
The results of the test of H.A0 are shown in Table 1. 
Since the test of H.A0 was not significant, H.Ao was accepted.
TABLE 1
CHI-SQUARE TEST OF DIFFERENCES 
AMONG TOP, BOTTOM, LEFT 
AND RIGHT SELECTIONS
Top Bottom Left Right
0 43 37 46 34
E
X2=2.25 3 df
40 40 40 40
H.B0 * There will be no differences from chance in the 
observed frequencies of top, bottom, left and right selec­
tions made by listeners to a male speaker and by listeners to 
a female speaker.
The results of the test of H.B0 are shown in Table 2. 
Since the test of H.B0 was not significant, H.B0 was accepted.
H.C0 * There will be no differences from chance in the 
observed frequencies of top, bottom, left and right selections
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TABLE 2
CHI-SQUARE TEST OF DIFFERENCES AMONG TOP, BOTTOM 
LEFT AND RIGHT SELECTIONS MADE BY LISTENERS 
TO MALE AND FEMALE SPEAKERS
Male Speaker Female Speaker
Top Bottom Left Right Top Bottom Left Right
0 19 21 22 18 24 16 24 16
E 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
X2=3.7 7 df
made by male listeners and female listeners.
The results of the test of H.C0 are shown in Table 3. 
Since the test of H.C0 was not significant, H.C0 was accepted.
TABLE 3
CHI-SQUARE TEST OF DIFFERENCES AMONG TOP, BOTTOM, 
LEFT AND RIGHT SELECTIONS MADE BY 
MALE AND FEMALE LISTENERS
0
Male Listeners 
Top Bottom Left Right 
20 20 21 19
Female Listeners 
Top Bottom Left Right 
23 17 25 15
E 20 20
X2=3.5 7 df
20 20 20 20 20 20
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H.D0 s There will be no differences from chance in the 
observed frequencies of top and bottom selections for choices 
1 and 2, and left and right selections for choices 3 and 4, 
The results of the test of H.D0 are shown in Table 4, 
Since the test of H,D0 was not significant, H.D0 was accep­
ted,
TABLE 4
CHI-SQUARE TEST OF DIFFERENCES AMONG TOP,
BOTTOM, LEFT AND RIGHT SELECTIONS 
FOR CHOICES 1, 2, 3 and 4
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4
Top Bottom Top Bottom Left Right Left Right
0 26 14 17 23 25 15 21 19
E 20 
X2=7.1 7
20
df
20 20 20 20 20 20
Phase II consisted of the administration of the sequen­
tial systematic random choice procedure to 40 males and 40 
females, 10 in each of the direct suggestion treatment condi­
tions, The observed frequencies of concurrence and nonconcur­
rence are shown in Table 5, In order to economize in space in 
this and following tables, the following legend was preparedi
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Legend
MS = male speaker 
FS = female speaker 
ML = male listener 
FL = female listener 
+ = positive suggestion 
- ® negative suggestion 
0 = no suggestion 
C = Concurrence 
NC ~ Nonconcurrence
TABLE 5
OBSERVED FREQUENCIES OF CONCURRENCE 
AND NONCONCURRENCE, BY CONDITION 
AND CHOICE
Male
Speaker
Female
+
Suggestion 
«. +
1 2 3 4 1
Choice 
2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
Male Listeners
C 8 6 5 7 8 5 5 4 10 5 5 8 8 8 6 5
NC 2 4 5 3 2 5 5 6 0 5 5 2 2 2 4 5
Female Listeners
C 9 6 4 1 7 6 9 6 10 7 7 5 9 7 5 6
NC 1 4  6 9 3 4 1 4  0 3 3 5 1 3  5 4
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H.lo* Listeners who receive direct suggestion from a 
male speaker will not react differently from listeners who 
receive direct suggestion from a female speaker.
The results of the tests of H.lo a**e shown in Table 6.
TABLE 6
CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF DIFFERENCES IN FREQUENCY OF 
CONCURRENCE AND NONCONCURRENCE BY LISTENERS 
TO A MALE SPEAKER AND LISTENERS TO A 
FEMALE SPEAKER# BY TOTAL AND CHOICE
Choice 1 X2=2.45 1 df
Choice 2 X2=0.85 1 df
Choice 3 X2=l.32 I df
Choice 4 X2=1.80 1 df
Total X2=6.42 3 df
C coefficient-. 1403 C maximum=.866
H.20 t Male listeners will not react to direct sugges­
tion differently from female listeners.
The results of the tests of H.2Q are shown in Table 7.
H.30 « Listeners who receive direct positive suggestion 
will not react differently from listeners who receive direct 
negative suggestion.
The results of the tests of H.30 are shown in Table 8.
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TABLE 7
CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF DIFFERENCES IN FREQUENCY 
OF CONCURRENCE AND NONCONCURRENCE BY 
MALE AND FEMALE LISTENERS,
BY TOTAL AND CHOICE
Choice 1 X *0*10 1 df
Choice 2 X2=0.21 1 df
Choice 3 X2*1.27 1 df
Choice 4 X2*1.80 1 df
Total X2*3. 38 3 df
Ccoefficient*.1014 C maximum*.866
TABLE 8
CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF DIFFERENCES IN FREQUENCY OF 
CONCURRENCE AND NONCONCURRENCE BY LISTENERS 
RECEIVING POSITIVE SUGGESTION AND 
LISTENERS RECEIVING NEGATIVE 
SUGGESTION, BY TOTAL 
AND CHOICE
Choice 1 X2*2.45 1 df
Choice 2 X2*0.21 1 df 
Choice 3 X2«0.46 1 df 
Choice 4 X2=0.00 1 df
Total X2~3*12 3 df 
C coefficient*.0984 C maximum*.866
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K,4^i Male and female listeners will not react differ­
ently to direct suggestions from male and female speakers* 
The results of the tests of H*4Q are shown in Table 9*
TABLE 9
CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF DIFFERENCES IN FREQUENCY OF 
CONCURRENCE AND NONCONCURRENCE BY MALE 
AND FEMALE LISTENERS TO MALE OR 
FEMALE SPEAKERS , BY TOTAL,
CHOICE AND CONDITION
2Choice. X df Comparison of Conditions
MS,ML FS,ML MS, FL
T 2.48 3
FS.ML
MSfFL
FS,FL
0*69
0.00
1.76
0.69
0.78 1.76
1 df
22 1.04 3
FS,ML 
MS, FL 
FS,FL
0.41
0.21
0*94
0.11
0.11 0.43
1 df
33 1.76 3
FS,ML 
MS, FL 
FSjFL
0.41
1.60
0.90
0.42
0.10 0.11
1 df
4- 2.55 3
FS,ML 
MS, FL 
FS,FL
0.41
0.91
0.00
2.50
0.41 0.91
1 df
FS,ML 1.92
Total: 7.83 9 MSfFL 2*72 3*71 3 df
FSfFL 3.60 0*90 3.21
C coefficient-.1545 C maximum=*866
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H.5Q * Listeners will not react differently to direct 
positive and direct negative suggestions from male and female 
speakers.
The results of the tests of H.5Q are shown in Table 10.
TABLE 10
CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF DIFFERENCES IN FREQUENCY OF CONCURRENCE 
AND NONCONCURRENCE BY LISTENERS RECEIVING 
POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE SUGGESTIONS 
FROM MALE AND FEMALE SPEAKERS,
BY TOTAL, CHOICE AND 
CONDITION
Choice X2 df Comparison of Conditions
MS+ MS- FS-f
1 4.69 3
MS-
FS+
FS-
0.57
2.50
0.00
4.09*
0.57 2.50
1 df
2 1.88 3
MS-
FS+
FS-
0.10
0.00
0.99
0.10
1.71 0.99
1 df
3 1.01 3
MS-
FS+
FS-
0.91
0.40
0.10
0.11
0.41 0.10
1 df
4 1.64 3
MS-
FS+
FS-
0.23
1.60
0.40
0.64 
0.03 0.41
1 df
Total 9.21 9
MS-
FS+
FS-
1.81
4.50
1.49
4.94
2,72 4,00
3 df
C coefficient3.1673 C maximum3,866
* p ^ .05
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H.60 i Male and female listeners will not react differ­
ently to direct positive and direct negative suggestions.
The results of the tests of H.60 are shown in Table 11.
TABLE 11
CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF DIFFERENCES IN FREQUENCY OF 
CONCURRENCE AND NONCONCURRENCE BY MALE AND 
FEMALE LISTENERS RECEIVING POSITIVE AND 
NEGATIVE SUGGESTIONS, BY TOTAL,
CHOICE AND CONDITION
Choice X2 df Comparison of Conditions
ML+ ML- FL+
1 2C 48 oJ
ML-
FL+
FL-
0.69
0 s 28
0.69
1.76
0.00 1.76
1 df
2 0.63 3
ML-
FL+
FL-
0.41
0.41
0.41
0.00
0.00 0.00
1 df
3 1.72 3
ML-
FL+
FL-
0.00
0.03
1.26
0,03
1.26 0,94
1 df
4 6.82 3
i 
+ 
i
2.64
6,42**
0.99
0.94
0.40 2.53
1 df
ML- 3.74
Total 11.65 9 FL+ 7.14 2.73 3 df
FL- 3.35 1.66 5.23
C coefficient^.1873 C maximum=.866
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H.7q i Male and female listeners will not react differ­
ently to direct positive and direct negative suggestions from 
male and female speakers.
The results of the tests of H.70 are shown in Table 12.
H.80 i Listeners will nonconcur more frequently to each 
of four suggestions in sequence.
The result of the test of H,80 is shown in Table 13.
Discussion. Phase I. The tests of null hypotheses A.
B , C and D indicated that none of the observed frequencies 
was significantly different from what one would expect by 
chance. This indicated several things. First, the SSRCP did 
not produce any significant cultural or other bias that would 
require a weighted adjustment in Phase II. Second, the sex 
of the speaker, sex of the listener, and the sequence of 
choice did not significantly affect the selections made by 
the Ss. Since the SSRCP, without suggestion, did not produce 
any significant directional choice patterns, it was decided 
to advance to Phase II to observe the Ss* choice patterns 
with direct positive and negative suggestion.
Phase II. H.1 not supported, H.l0 accepted. Prior evi­
dence was mixed on whether the sex of the speaker could be ex­
pected to produce significant differences in the frequency 
with which listeners would concur with a persuasive suggestion. 
Listeners to a male speaker nonconcurred with 65 out of 160 
suggestions, while listeners to a female speaker nonconcurred
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TABLE 12
CHI-SQUARE TESTS OF DIFFERENCES IN FREQUENCY OF CONCURRENCE 
AND NONCONCURRENCE BY MALE AND FEMALE LISTENERS 
RECEIVING POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE SUGGESTIONS 
FROM MALE AND FEMALE SPEAKERS, BY 
TOTAL, CHOICE AND CONDITION
Choice X^/df Comparison of Conditions
MSML+-- MSML- FSML+ FSML- MSFL+ MSFL- FSFL+
MSML- 0.00
FSML+ 1.57 1.57
1 5.17, FSML- 0.00 0.00 1.56 (1 df)
7 MSFL+ 0.31 0.31 0.56 0.31
MSFL- 0.24 0,24 2.81 0.24 1.07
FSFL+ 1.57 1.57 0.00 1.57 0.56 2.81
FSFL- 0.31 0.31 0.56 0.31 0.00 1.07 0.56
MSML- 0.17
FSML+ 0.17 0.00
2 2.16, FSML- 0.24 1.33 1.33 (1 df)
7 MSFL+ 0.21 0.06 0.06 0.88
MSFL- 0.21 0.06 0,06 0,88 0.00
FSFL+ 0.00 0.46 0.46 0.24 0.21 0.21
FSFL- 0.00 0.46 0.46 0,24 0.21 0.21 0.00
MSML- 0.21
FSML+ 0.00 0.28
3 6.85, FSML- 0.20 0.81 0.20 (1 df)
7 MSFL4- 0.00 0.81 0.00 0.20
MSFL- 3.52 5.21* 3.52 2.14 3.52
FSFL+ 0.81 1.80 0.81 0.57 0.81 1.07
FSFL- 0.06 0.46 0.06 0.06 0.06 2.79 0.46
MSML- 0.81
FSML+ 0.24 1.88
4 8.56, ■FSML- 0.46 0.06 1.33 (1 df)
7 MSFL-b 5.21* 2.14 7,28**2.79
MSFL- 0.28 0.20 1.38 0.06 3.52
FSFL+ 0.46 0.06 1.33 0.00 2.79 0.06
FSFL- 0.28 0.20 1.38 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.06
MSML- 1.19
FSML+ 1.98 4.98
Total 22.73, FSML- 0.90 1.40 4.22 (3 df)
21 MSFL+ 5.73 3.32 7.90** 4.18
MSFL- 4.25 5.71 5.27 3.32 8.11**
FSFL+ 2.84 3.89 5.41 2.38 4.37 4.15
FSFL- 0.65 1.43 2.24 0.67 0.33
00o•r—t
r>o•
C coefficient=«254 C maximum=.926
** P <«01 * p <.05
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TABLE 13
CHI-SQUARE TEST OF THE FREQUENCY 
OF NONCONCURRENCE, BY CHOICE
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4 
0 11 30 35 38
1 T ~  2875 28.5 28.5 28.5
X2=11.97**
C coefficients 592 C maximum=.707
** p<.01
with 49 out of 160 suggestions. This difference was not sig­
nificant at the criterion level; however, listeners to a male 
speaker nonconcurred more than listeners to a female speaker 
at a confidence interval of p<*10>.Q5. Inspection of the 
proportions of nonconcurrence (Appendix E) reveals that the 
tendency for listeners to a male speaker to nonconcur more 
than listeners to a female speaker was consistent for each 
choice over the four-choice sequence. The most probable rea­
son that H.l was not supported at the criterion level of this 
study was the small sample size used to test this hypothesis. 
Both Kant's correction in the chi-square tests, and the cor­
rection for discontinuity in the test of significant differ­
ences between proportions are very conservative corrections 
that must be applied to insure against the commission of a 
Type I error when dealing with small samples. A replication 
of this experiment with a larger sample size or a dependent 
measure producing interval data might well support H.l.
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A major problem in a pilot study of this nature is the 
lack of any prior information on which to base estimates of 
expected frequencies of nonconcurrence. The results of this 
study and the observed proportions of nonconcurrence reported 
in Appendix E might aid a future researcher in planning an 
experiment. In a two-choice alternative situation where one 
choice alternative is recommended by a speaker# one might ex­
pect approximately 15% nonconcurrence with the first sugges­
tion* If suggestions are repeated in sequence the percentage 
of nonconcurrence could be expected to increase to 45% by the 
fourth suggestion* as it did in this study. Over a four- 
suggestion sequence one would expect approximately 35% of non- 
concurrent responses. In this investigation* listeners to a 
male speaker increased their percentage of nonconcurrent re­
sponses from 20% with suggestion 1* to 41% with suggestion 2, 
to 44% with suggestion 3, to 53% with suggestion 4, Listen­
ers to a female speaker increased their percentage of non­
concurrent responses from 9% with suggestion 1 * to 33% with 
suggestion 2, to 41% with suggestions 3 and 4, The differ­
ences in the proportions of nonconcurrence between listeners 
hearing a male speaker and listeners hearing a female speaker 
were not significant at the criterion level? however, listen­
ers to a male speaker nonconcurred more than listeners to a 
female speaker at a confidence interval of p^.lS^olO, On 
the basis of the high confidence levels from the chi-square 
and significant difference of proportions tests, it appears
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that additional research into the relationship between lis­
tener concurrence to suggestion and sex of the speaker is 
warranted.
H.2 not supported, H.2Q accepted. Prior evidence sug­
gested that the relationship between the sex of the listener 
and concurrence with suggestion might be significant. Hale 
listeners nonconcurred with 58 out of 160 suggestions, while 
female listeners nonconcurred with 56 out of 160 suggestions. 
This lack of a difference is consistent with Brown*s (1916) 
findings. The most probable reason that H.2 was not supported 
comes from the possibility that the Ss in this investigation 
viewed the SSRCP as a recognition of form or a recognition of 
position stimulus, in which case no difference in response of 
male and female listeners was predictable. Differences be­
tween responses of male and female listeners might occur if 
different types of stimuli were presented, as was the case in 
the December 1969 pilot study which found significant differ­
ences between male and female listeners where the stimulus
6was recognition of nonsense syllables on a printed page. Ad­
ditional research into differences in responses of male and 
female listeners as a function of the stimulus presented is 
needed.
H.3 not supported, H.30 accepted. The theoretical spec­
ulation that positive suggestion is more powerful than nega­
tive suggestion was not borne out by these data. Of the 114
^p, 8 above.
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observed nonconcurrences out of 320 observations, positive 
and negative suggestions were each responsible for 57* This 
also means that each type of suggestion was responsible for 
an equal number of concurrences. Inspection of the propor­
tions of nonconcurrence reveals that the difference between 
responses to the two forms of suggestion was greatest (but 
not significantly so) at the first suggestion and diminished 
with each successive suggestion. Both positive and negative 
direct suggestion produced an increase in the percentage of 
nonconcurrence from approximately 15% with suggestion 1, to 
35% with suggestion 2, to 43% with suggestion 3, to 47% with 
suggestion 4. The most probable reason that H. 3 was not 
supported is either that there is no difference between posi­
tive and negative suggestion or that the form of suggestion 
used might in some way interact with individual listener at­
titude as suggested by MacDougall (1912) and Hull (1933). 
Positive suggestion might well be more effective on listeners 
with a positive attitude, while negative suggestion might 
well be more effective on listeners with a negative attitude. 
This area as yet has not been fully investigated in the liter­
ature. Since these findings contradict earlier theoretical 
speculation, and there is a possibility of interaction with 
listener attitudei additional research into the area of the 
effects of positive and negative suggestion on positive and 
negative listener attitude is needed.
H.4 not supported, H.40 accepted. The tests of H.l and
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H.2 indicated that neither sex of the speaker nor sex of the 
listener was related to significant differences in the fre­
quency with which Ss concurred or nonconcurred with sugges­
tions. Comparison of all combinations of sex of speaker and 
listener revealed that no significant differences existed 
overall or by choice. The C coefficient indicated that the 
relationship of concurrence to sex of the speaker and sex of 
the listener was slight. The most probable reason that H.4 
was not supported was the possible effect that sample size 
and stimulus presented had on the relationship of concurrence
i
to sex of the speaker and sex of the listener#
H.5 not supported, H.5Q accepted. The tests of H*1 and 
H.3 indicated that neither sex of the speaker nor form of 
suggestion was responsible for significant differences in the 
frequency with which Ss concurred or nonconcurred with sug­
gestions. Comparison of all combinations of speaker sex and 
form of suggestion used revealed that in suggestion 1, lis­
teners to a male speaker using negative suggestion nonconcur­
red significantly more often (p 05), than listeners to a 
female speaker using positive suggestion. All other compar­
isons of speaker sex and form of suggestion yielded no signif­
icant differences, overall or by choice* The C coefficient 
indicated that the relationship of concurrence to sex of the 
speaker and form of suggestion was slight. The most probable 
reason that H.5 was not supported was the possible effect that 
sample size and positive or negative listener attitude had on
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the relationship of concurrence to sex of the speaker and the 
form of suggestion used by a speaker®
H®6 not supported, H®60 accepted® The tests of H.2 and
H.3 indicated that neither sex of the listener nor form of 
suggestion was responsible for significant differences in the 
frequency with which Ss concurred or nonconcurred with sugges­
tion. Comparisons of all combinations of listener sex and 
form of suggestion used, by chi-square and by the test of 
significant differences between proportions, revealed that at 
the fourth suggestion female listeners receiving positive 
suggestion differed significantly in frequency of concurrence 
from male listeners receiving positive suggestion (p^.01).
The test of total differences by chi-square revealed that 
male listeners receiving positive suggestion differed in fre­
quency of concurrence from female listeners receiving positive 
suggestion (p ^ .10^*05). Since both groups received positive 
suggestion, listener sex difference may have been responsible 
for the nearly significant finding* These findings indicate 
that further research into relationships among sex of the lis­
tener, form of suggestion, and concurrence is warranted® The 
most probable reason that H«6 was not supported was the pos­
sible effect that stimulus presented and positive or negative 
listener attitude had on the relationship of concurrence to 
sex of the listener and the form of suggestion used by a 
speaker.
H.7 not supported, H®70 accepted. The tests of H.l, H.2
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and H.3 indicated that neither sex of the speaker, sex of the 
listener, nor form of suggestion used were individually re­
sponsible for significant differences in the frequency with 
which Ss concurred or nonconcurred with suggestionse Compar­
isons of all combinations of speaker and listener sex and 
form of suggestion, using chi-square and the test for signif­
icant differences between proportions, revealed several sig­
nificant differences. After suggestion 3, female listeners 
hearing a male speaker using negative suggestion differed 
significantly in frequency of concurrence from male listeners 
hearing a male speaker using negative suggestion (p<.05). 
After suggestion 4 j female listeners hearing a male speaker 
using positive suggestion differed significantly in frequency 
of concurrence from male listeners hearing a male speaker 
using positive suggestion and from male listeners hearing a 
female speaker using positive suggestion, (p^.05 and p ^ .01 
respectively). All possible comparisons of these variables 
using the chi-square test and the test of significant differ­
ences between proportions revealed that female listeners hear­
ing a male speaker using positive suggestion differed signif­
icantly in proportion of nonconcurrence from male listeners 
hearing a female speaker using positive suggestion and from 
female listeners hearing a male speaker using negative sugges­
tion (p^.05), The C coefficient indicated that the relation­
ship of concurrence to sex of the speaker, sex of the listener 
and form of suggestion used was low but definite. Further
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research into the relationships among sex of the speaker, sex 
of the listener, form of suggestion, and concurrence is 
needed* The most probable reason that H.7 was not supported 
was the possible effect that sample size, stimulus presented 
and positive or negative listener attitude had on the rela­
tionship of concurrence to sex of the speaker, sex of the lis­
tener and form of suggestion used by a speaker*
H.8 supported, hypothesis accepted. The frequency of 
nonconcurrence increased with each successive direct sugges­
tion in a four-suggest ion sequence (p^.01). The C coeffi­
cient revealed a high correlation between sequential sugges­
tion and nonconcurrence* This finding provides support for 
Brehm's psychological reactance theory (or some behavioral
pattern very similar to it.) Specifically these findings
7
support two of Brehm’s hypotheses. Brehmfs fifth hypothesis 
indicates that as the number of choice alternatives (cards) 
decreases, the magnitude of reactance should increase.
Brehmfs sixth hypothesis indicates that each successive sug­
gestion should produce an increase in the magnitude of reac­
tance manifesting itself in an increase in the frequency of 
nonconcurrence. Both of these expected relationships were 
found to exist in the responses of Ss.
Summary and Conclusions 
Summary. Three factors, sex of the speaker, sex of the
7pp. 2-3 above.
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listener, and form of suggestion used, were investigated con­
junctively to determine if manipulation of these variables 
would produce significant differences in the frequency with 
which listeners would concur or nonconcur with a speaker*s 
persuasive suggestion.
One hundred twenty Ss, 60 males and 60 females, from 
the basic speech course were assigned by sex at random to 
treatment conditions. The investigation progressed through 
three stages. The first stage was the selection of the best 
matched pair of opposite sex voices to be used as tape- 
recorded speakers for later stages. Forty-eight speakers 
from two broadcasting classes were auditioned. Ten final­
ists were selected and these were judged by three experts in 
speech correction to select the best matched pair of oppo­
site sex voices.
The second stage of the investigation was the test of 
the procedure to be used in the final stage of data collec­
tion. Forty Ss in groups of 10 males and 10 females were 
individually subjected to the following two treatment condi­
tions *
1. a male speaker using no suggestion;
2. a female speaker using no suggestion.
This stage of the investigation was used to determine 
whether any cultural or other bias would affect responses to 
the experimental procedure. Each S was given four choices, 
each with two alternatives, in sequence. To test the
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procedure, no suggestions were given the Ss to determine if 
any position (top, bottom, left or right) was preferred by 
either male or female listeners to male or female speakers. 
Analysis of the observations revealed no preference for any 
positional choice by any subject group subjected to any 
treatment condition from what would result by chance.
The third stage of the investigation was administered 
to 80 Ss, 40 males and 40 females, individually. The Ss were 
assigned at random to conditions in groups of 10 males and 10 
females each. The procedure used was identical to that of 
the earlier stage, except that after each choice was given to 
each S the tape-recorded speaker made a suggestion as to 
which choice the S should or should not make. Ss from one 
male and one female group were subjected to each of the fol­
lowing four treatment conditions t
1. a male speaker using positive suggestions}
2. a male speaker using negative suggestions;
3. a female speaker using positive suggestions;
4. a female speaker using negative suggestions.
The concurrence or nonconcurrence of each S to each of 
four choices was observed and recorded. Analysis of the re­
corded observations revealed the followingi
1. The sex of the speaker was not responsible for sig­
nificant differences (p<.05) in the frequency with which Ss 
responded to the speaker1s persuasive suggestions however, 
the sex of the speaker was related to the frequency of
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concurrence (pX«10^*05)# Responses to the female speaker 
were more often concurrent than to the male speaker.
2, The sex of the listener was not significantly re­
lated to the frequency of concurrence by listeners to the 
speaker* s persuasive suggestion,
3, The form of suggestion used by the speakers was not 
significantly related to the frequency of concurrence by 
listeners to the speaker's persuasive suggestion,
4, The sex of the speaker and the sex of the listener 
in combination were not significantly related to the fre­
quency of concurrence by listeners with the speaker*s per­
suasive suggestion.
5, The sex of the speaker and the form of suggestion 
in combination were not significantly related to the fre­
quency of concurrence by listeners with the speaker's per­
suasive suggestion. One of the chi-square tests of the 
relationship was significants in the first choice* listeners 
hearing a female speaker using positive suggestion noncon­
curred significantly less than listeners hearing a male 
speaker using positive suggestion (p^.05),
6, The sex of the listener and the form of suggestion 
in combination were not significantly related to the fre­
quency of concurrence by listeners with the speaker's per­
suasive suggestion. One of the chi-square tests of the re­
lationship was significant? in the fourth choice* female 
listeners receiving positive suggestion nonconcurred with
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the speaker's persuasive suggestion significantly more often 
than male listeners receiving positive suggestion (p^.Ol).
7. Sex of the speaker# sex of the listener, and form of 
suggestion used by the speaker were not significantly rela­
ted to the frequency of concurrence by listeners with the 
speaker's persuasive suggestion. However, several tests of 
relationships among these variables were significant in sev­
eral choices and twice in overall comparisons. These find­
ings suggest that further research into the interaction 
effects of these three variables is needed,
8, The frequency of nonconcurrent responses increased 
significantly through the four-choice sequence (p^*01).
These findings give partial support to Brehm's fifth and 
sixth hypotheses (1966) and suggest a behavioral pattern very 
similar to what he labeled psychological reactance.
Conclusions, After careful inspection of the results of 
this investigation, the following conclusions were mades
1, There is sufficient evidence to warrant further in­
vestigation of the effects of sex of the speaker, sex of the 
listener, and form of suggestion in relation to choice of 
alternatives in a persuasion, suggestion, or attitude change 
situation,
2, The results of this investigation do not supply suf­
ficient evidence to warrant generalization or predictions 
about listener behavior as a function of the sex of the
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speaker, sex of the listener, or form of suggestion used by 
a speaker.
3. Repeated suggestions (regardless of form) by a 
speaker (regardless of sex) to an audience (regardless of 
sex) will be met by increased nonconcurrence with each sug­
gestion up to four suggestions. Little is known about the 
frequency of nonconcurrence beyond four suggestions in se­
quence. Further research to determine the limits of increased 
nonconcurrence with suggestions in sequence is needed.
Implications for Future Research. Investigation of the 
relationships among sex of the speaker, sex of the listener, 
form of suggestion, and concurrence as they apply to our 
knowledge of persuasion^ suggestion and attitude change is 
essential. Future researchers should make every attempt to 
use dependent measures which produce interval or ratio data. 
With these types of measures the analysis of the variance 
present in data would be facilitated. Investigations of 
these variables should, at least at first, be restricted to 
the individual variables until there is a base of data on 
each individual variable before these variables are investi­
gated again in concert. The reason these variables should be 
investigated individually with the other variables controlled 
is threefold?
1. the manipulation of one variable while controlling 
the others should increase the amount of information avail-
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able on each variable;
2. as the amount of information available on each var­
iable increases, the hypotheses, methods and procedures for 
future investigations should begin to materializej
3® as the base of data for each variable increases the 
levels of confidence in predictions about the outcome of a 
given communicative act should also increase®
The approach to closing this gap in existing knowledge 
must be practical as well as theoretical. The end result of 
this line of research is to give to the practitioner of per­
suasion some law-like generalizations, based on sound emper- 
ical research, from which he can make predictions about the 
outcome of a given communicative act. The practitioner 
cannot manipulate the sex composition of an audience. He can 
take advantage of prior audience analysis to manipulate either 
the sex of the speaker, the form of suggestion used, or both, 
to attempt to predict the outcome of a given communicative 
act.
For these reasons it is essential to build slowly and 
accurately the amount of information available on each of 
these major variables in order to close this gap in existing 
knowledgej and to give some predictive validity to the results 
of this proposed line of research.
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APPENDIX A 
ANALYTIC SPEECH PROFILE 
VOICE No. _ _  SEX  ____
SPEED i __, __;________ _ _  ____
too slow normal too fast
CHECK IF APPLICABLE i Monotonous Uncontrolled Varia­
bility _ Patterned ___ _ Hesitancies Repetitions_____
Duration of Tones    Phrasing _ _  Variation in Syllable
Duration _  Variation in Pause Duration Variations
in Rate of Phrases   _■
LOUDNESS t _ _   _ _ _  _ _  . ;____ ___ _
too loud normal too weak
PITCH t _ _ __    ___V'. _ _  _   ____  ____
too high normal too low
CHECK IF APPLICABLE! Upward Inflections  ___  Downward In­
flection , Pitch Skips
VOICE QUALITY;    .
pleasant normal
unpleasant
CHECK IF APPLICABLE i Nasal ___  Harsh _  . Strident ____
Hoarse _ __ . Breathy _ _  Thin
ARTICULATION t _ _     _ ____ _
poor normal good
CHECK IF APPLICABLE! Additions Omissions ____ Substitu­
tions __   Distortions _ _  General Inaccuracy _ _  Oral
Inactivity „  Overly Precise
OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS»
Least _ _  _  _ _  —  _  Most
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Best matched pair of opposite sex voices * (Select after hear­
ing all ten of the voices#) Female voice No# and Male
voice No# ■____
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APPENDIX B
SPEARMAN RHO RANK ORDER COMPARISONS OF JUDGES' RATINGS 
OF PERCEIVED SEX OF THE SPEAKER, SPEED, LOUDNESS 
PITCH, VOICE QUALITY, ARTICULATION 
AND OVERALL EFFECT
X) I
<D XJ W
C/5 W H d
Ml to FI 1,,000 1.000 1.000
Ml to F2 1,,000 .875 .875
Ml to F3 1,,000 1.000 .500
Ml to F4 1,,000 1.000 .500
Ml to F5 1,.000 .875 .875
M2 to FI 1,,000 1.000 .875
M2 to F2 1,,000 .875 .250
M2 to F3 1,,000 .875 .875
M2 to F4 1,,000 1.000 .875
M2 to F5 1,,000 .875 .625
M3 to FI 1,,000 1.000 .500
M3 to F2 1,,000 .875 .125
M3 to F3 1,,000 1.000 .500
M3 to F4 1,,000 1.000 .500
M3 to F5 1,,000 .875 .875
M4 to FI* 1,,000 1.000 1.000
M4 to F2 1,,000 .875 .875
M4 to F3 1,,000 1.000 .500
M4 to F4 1,,000 1.000 .250
M4 to F5 1,;ooo .875 .875
M5 to FI 1,;ooo .625 .875
M5 to F2 1,,000 .875 .875
M5 to F3 1,,000 .875 .625
M5 to F4 1,;ooo .625 .625
M5 to F5 1,,000 .875 1.000
I
0
si
p
0 H
i
3 £O Q
H H 
H P 
cd o
o OH •H H U CD W
p H nS P P 0 Iw CO
O 2 u cd (1)a. > O' <* H o w  £
1.000 .125 .875 .625
.875 .250 .875 1.000
.875 -.125 .875 .875
1.000 .125 1.000 .625
1.000 -.625 1.000 1.000
1.000 .500 .875 -.500
.875 .875 .875 .875
.875 .875 .875 .875
1.000 .625 1.000 .875
1.000 .500 1.000 .125
.875 .875 .875 .875
.875 .875 .875 .875
1.000 1.000 .875 1.000
.875 .875 1.000 .500
.875 .125 1.000 .875
.875 1.000 1.000 .625
.875 .125 .875 .875
.875 .875 .875 1.000
1.000 .500 1.000 .250
1.000 .500 1.000 .625
.875 .375 1.000 .625
.625 .875 .875 .875
.625 .625 .875 .875
.625 .625 1.000 .625
.875 .625 1.000 .625
* Selected best matched pair of opposite sex voices.
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APPENDIX C
THE SEQUENTIAL SYSTEMATIC RANDOM CHOICE PROCEDURE 
AND SCRIPT FOR ALL TREATMENT CONDITIONS
With the S seated at a table with 16 blank 3" x 5W cards 
arranged in a square of four rows of four cards each, the E 
will start the tape recorder that contains the following 
pre-recorded instructionss
"Before you are sixteen cards placed face down on 
the table* Each card represents a separate speech 
research project* Some projects are more desir­
able than others, and some projects will reward 
subjects for participation* For these reasons you 
must take your chances at being randomly assigned 
to a project* This will be a sequential systematic 
random choice procedure* You will determine the 
project to which you will be assigned* You will be 
asked to make four choices in sequence to randomly 
place you in a research project* Think carefully 
about each choice before you make it* Do not let 
the interviewer influence your choice in any 
manner* Do not indicate your choice to the inter­
viewer until you are told to do so."
Three second pause.
"Select in your mind your choice between the top 
two rows and the bottom two rows."
For the positive and negative suggestion conditions the 
following suggestions will be inserted respectivelyi
"For your first choice, I recommend that you select 
the top two rows."
"For your first choice, I recommend that you do not 
select the bottom two rows."
Five second pause*
"Now indicate your choice to the interviewer by 
pointing to your choice."
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At this point the interviewer stops the tape with the 
foot start-stop switch, waits for the S to indicate his 
choice, and then removes the two rows of cards not selected 
by the S, then starts the tape by removing his foot from the 
start-stop switch* The tape continues:
"From the remaining two rows of cards, select in 
your mind your choice between the top and bottom 
row."
For the positive and negative suggestion conditions the 
following suggestions will be inserted respectively:
"For your second choice, I recommend that you 
select the bottom row,M
"For your second choice, I recommend that you do
not select the top row*"
Five second pause*
"Now, indicate your choice to the interviewer by 
pointing to your choice*"
The E again stops the tape, removes the unchosen cards, 
and starts the tape which continues:
"From the remaining cards, select in your mind 
your choice between the four cards on your left, 
and the four cards on your right*"
For the positive and negative suggestion conditions the 
following suggestions are inserted respectively:
"For your third choice, I recommend that you 
select the four cards on your left*"
"For your third choice, I recommend that you do 
not select the four cards on your right*"
Five second pause*
"Now, indicate your choice to the interviewer by 
pointing to your choice."
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The £ again stops the tape^ removes the unchosen cards,
and starts the tape which continues t
"From the remaining four cards, select in your 
mind your choice between the two cards on your 
right, and the two cards on your left,"
Five second pause®
For the positive and negative suggestion conditions the
following suggestions will be inserted respectivelyi
"For your last choice, I recommend that you select 
the card on your right®"
"For your last choice^ I recommend that you do not 
select the card on your left."
Five second pause®
"Now, indicate your choice to the interviewer by 
pointing to your choice®"
The E again stops the tape, removes the unchosen card, 
turns over the chosen card, and starts the tape which con­
tinues i
"The remaining card represents the research project 
to which you have been assigned® The interviewer 
will now record your project assignment on your 
application form® You will be notified through 
your Speech 101 instructor as to when and where 
you will be required to report. Should your proj­
ect be cancelled, you will not be notified? however, 
you will receive credit for one outside assignment. 
Should you fail to report for research at the ap­
pointed place at the appointed time, you will not 
receive credit for one outside assignment. Thank 
you for your cooperation in choosing your research 
project."
With this the interviewer would tell each S, "You will 
either hear from us or no news will be good news as your 
project will have been cancelled and you will receive credit 
for just this participation. Thank you."
a p p e n d i x d
SUBJECT SCORESHEET
NAME ■
SEX _ _ _ _ _ _  AGE
GROUP TREATMENT _____
CHOICEi 
1© C NC T B
2© C NC T B
3. C NC L R
4# C NC L R
Totals
Circle choice alternative selected©
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APPENDIX E
PROPORTIONS OF NONCONCURRENCE AND ALL POSSIBLE 
COMPARISONS BY GROUP AND TREATMENT CONDITION
Male Speaker and Female Speaker 
Observed noneoncurrenc© in 320 observationst
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4 Total
Male Speaker 8/40 17/40 18/40 22/40 65/160
Female Speaker 3/40 13/40 17/40 16/40 49/160
Total IT/SO   — W S O   ...35/80 — W M — 1 E / 3 S
Proportion of nonconcurrence to total observations cor­
rected for discontinuitys
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4 Total
Male Speaker .2125 .4125 .4375 .5375 .4031
Female Speaker .0875 .3375 .4125 .4125 .3093
Difference TF235 B 0 735 .ffzBlT .1250 .0938
Std. Error .077 .108 .110 .111 .0535
Z= 1.62 0.69 0.23 1.04 1.75
Male Listeners and Female Listeners
Observed nonconcurrence in 320 observations*
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4 Total
Male Listeners 6/40 16/40 20/40 16/40 58/160
Female Listeners 5/40 14/40 15/40 22/40 56/160
Total T T T m  357FET W S U - -  TK7ZZ0
Proportion of nonconcurrence to total observations cor­
rected for discontinuity*
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4 Total
Male Listeners .1375 .3875 .4875 .4125 .3593
Female Listeners . 1375 .3625 .3875____ .5625 .3531
Difference .0000 «0250 ~ .lt)06 .1500
Std. Error .077 .108 .110 .111 .0535
Z= 0.00 0.023 0.91 1.25 0.12
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Positive and Negative Suggestion 
Observed nonconcurrence in 320 observations t
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4
Positive
Negative
Total
3/40
8/40
0
16/40
14/40
'30/80'
19/40
16/40
3 5 7 ¥
19/40
19/40
Total
57/160
57/160
TT47I2'(3
Proportion of nonconcurrence to total observations cor­
rected for discontinuityi
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4 Total
Positive 
Negative 
Difference 
Std. Error 
Z=
.0875
.2125
.077
1.62
.3875
.3625
.108
0.23
.4625
.4125
"“TUSZJCT
.110
0.45
.4750
.4750
.0000
.111
0.00
. 3562 
. 3562
.0535
0.00
Sex of Speaker and Sex of Listener 
Observed nonconcurrence in 320 observations!
MSML
FSML
MSFL
FSFL
Choice 1
4/20
2/20
4/20
1/20
Choice 2
9/20
7/20
8/20
6/20
Choice
11/20
9/20
7/20
8/20
3 Choice 4
9/20
7/20
13/20
9/20
Total
33/80
25/80
32/80
24/80
Total TT/StS... ~ ^ 7 W ~ " r n S&/&0 T“T W 3 T 5
Proportion of nonconcurrence to total observations cor-
rected for discontinuity !
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4 Total
MSML .2250 .4750 .5750 .4750 .41875
FSML .1250 .3750 .4750 .3750 .31875
MSFL .2250 .4250 . 3750 .6750 .40625
FSFL .0750 .3250 .4250 .4750 .30625
Std. Error .108 .f5T“ .156 .13?
, #lo7 •
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Sex of Speaker and Sex of Listener (Contd.) 
Comparison of the total proportions of nonconcurrences
MSML FSML MSFL
FSML 0,93
MSFL 0.15 0.81
FSFL 1,05 0.02 0.93
Comparison of the choice 1 proportions of nonconcur­
rence %
MSML FSML MSFL
FSML 0.92
MSFL 0,00 0.92
FSFL 1.39 0.46 1.39
Comparison of the choice 2 proportions of nonconcur­
rence i
MSML FSML MSFL
FSML 0.65
MSFL 0.32 0.32
FSFL 0.98 0.32 0.65
Comparison of the choice 3 proportions of nonconcur­
rence i
MSML FSML MSFL
FSML 0.65
MSFL 1.28 0.65
FSFL 0.96 0.32 0.32
Comparison of the choice 4 proportions of nonconcur­
rences
MSML FSML MSFL
FSML 0.64
MSFL 1.27 1.91
FSFL 0.00 0.64 1.27
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Sex of Speaker and Form of Suggestion 
Observed nonconcurrence in 320 observations*
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4 Total
MS+ 3/20 8/20 11/20 12/20 34/80
MS- 5/20 9/20 7/20 10/20 31/80
FS+ 0.20 8/20 8/20 7/20 23/80
FS- 3/20 5/20 9/20 9/20 26/80
Total TT75D — 3t57ST) “35/fftr.. ~38/8JfT'~“T W 3 2 0
Proportion of nonconcurrence to total observations cor­
rected for discontinuity*
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3
.4250 
.4750 
.4250 
.2750 
.153
MS+
MS-
FS+
FS-
Std. Error
.1750
.2750
.0250
.1750
.108
.5750
.3750
.4250
.4750
.156
Choice
.6750
.5250
.3750
.4750
.157
Total
.43125
.39375
.29375
.33125
.107
Comparison of total proportions of nonconcurrences
MS+ MS- FS+
MS- 0.35
FS+ 1.87 0.94
FS- 0.94 0.58 0.35
Comparison of choice 1 proportions of nonconcurrence*
MS+ MS- FS+
MS- 0.93
FS*f 1.40 2.31*
FS- 0.00 0.93 0.35
* p^.05
Comparison of choice 2 proportions of nonconcurrence*
MS+ MS- FS+
MS- 0.33
FS+ 0.00 0.33
FS- 0.98 1.30 0.98
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Sex of Speaker and Form of Suggestion (Contd.)
Comparison of choice 3 proportions of nonconcurrencei
MS+ MS- FS+
MS- 1,28
FS4* 0.96 0.32
FS- 0.65 0.64 0.32
Comparison of choice 4 proportions of nonconcurrence:
MS+ MS- FS+
MS- 0.96
F'S+ 1.91 0.96
FS- 1.27 0.32 0.64
Sex of Listener and Form of Suggestion
Observed nonconcurrence in 320 observationss
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4 Total
ML+ 2/20 9/20 10/20 5/20 26/80
ML- 4/20 7/20 10/20 11/20 32/80
FL+ 1/20 7/20 9/20 14/20 31/80
FL- 4/20 7/20 .. 6/20 8/20 25/80
Total TT/80 30/80 35/80 38/80 114/320
Comparison of total proportions of nonconcurrences
ML+ ML- FL4*
ML- 0.36
FL+ 1.29 0.93
FL- 1.05 0.70 0,23
Comparison of choice 1 proportions of nonconcurrences
ML+ ML** FL+
ML- 0.93
FL-f 0.46 1.39
FL- 0.93 0.00 1.39
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Sex of Listener and Form of Suggestion (Contd.)
Comparison of choice 2 proportions of nonconcurrence i
ML+ ML- FL*f
ML- 0.65
FL+ 0.65 0.00
FL- 0.65 0.00 0.00
Comparison of choice 3 proportions of nonconcurrence t
ML+ ML- FL4-
ML- 0.00
FL+ 0.32 0.32
FL- 1.28 1.28 0.96
Comparison of choice 4 proportions of nonconcurrences
ML+ ML- FL4-
ML- 1.91
FL+ 2®86 0.96
FL- 0.96 0.96 1.91
Sex of Speakerf Sex of Listener and Form of Suggestion
Observed nonconcurrence in 320 observationsi
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4 Total
MSML+ 2/10 4/10 5/10 3/10 14/40
MSML- 2/10 5/10 6/10 6/10 19/40
FSML+ 0/10 5/10 5/10 2/10 12/40
FSML- 2/10 2/10 4/10 5/10 13/40
MSFL4* 1/10 4/10 6/10 9/10 20/40
MSFL- 3/10 4/10 1/10 4/10 11/40
FSFL-f 0/10 3/10 3/10 5/10 13/40
FSFL- 1/10 3/10 5/10 4/10 12/40
Total T178ff“ '""30/80 ~  '35750“ '.38780..." 1 W 3 2 0
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Sex of Speaker, Sex of Listener, and
Form of Suggestion (Contd.)
Proportion of nonconcurrence to total observations cor­
rected for discontinuity*
Choice 1 Choice 2 Choice 3 Choice 4 Total
MSML+' .2532 .4737 .5789 .3684 .3671
MSML- .2632 .5789 .6842 .6842 .4936
FSML+ .0526 .5789 .5789 .2632 .3165
FSML-" .2632 .2632 .4737 .5789 .3418
MSFL+' .1579 .4737 .6842 1.0000 .5190
MSFL- .3684 .4737 .1579 .4737 .2911
FSFL+ .0526 . 3684 .3684 .5789 .3418
FSFL- .1579 .3684 .5789 .4737 .3165
Std. Error .157 .217 .222 .223 .151
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